1. Introduction {#sec1-behavsci-10-00115}
===============

Most service companies offer new services and benefits to continuously maintain relationships with existing customers or create higher customer satisfaction according to the individualization of customer needs and differentiated service demand increase. Since service has intangible characteristics, broader customer contacts are made in the process of meeting customer expectations, and interactions with customers produce a positive impression or trust, which works as a key factor for relationship continuity. In the end, relationship benefits revealed through interactions between companies and customers play a pivotal role in retaining customers. The after-sales service, one of the methods for achieving customer satisfaction in auto maintenance and repair service, is most valuable, and efficient after-sales service becomes the highest priority of auto maintenance and repair service companies \[[@B1-behavsci-10-00115]\]. However, customers can personally manage auto maintenance and repair nowadays, including accident history and consumable parts replacement cycle based on smartphones, through new systems improving auto maintenance and repair management as advanced technologies are applied. Furthermore, general visit-management services, such as car wash, light maintenance, and repair and consumable parts replacement by visiting, due to platform invigoration, have continuously developed.

In the changed maintenance and repair service market environment, the need for after-sales service satisfaction enhancement, differentiated service offering for customer retainment, and customer relationship maintenance strategy increases. For example, BMW additionally offers the BMW Service Inclusive (BSI), warranting consumable parts replacement and regular inspection within 100,000 km for five years, in addition to basic warranty service. Toyota renders efforts to diversify customer service through such assistances as the "Express Service" by which inspection can be finished within an hour. Meanwhile, Lexus offers a 24-h emergency mobilization service and provides a female lounge strictly for female customers. Hyundai Motors and Kia Motors push ahead with an excessive maintenance and repair prevention program to compensate up to 300% of excessive charge if an excessive maintenance and repair service is presented to the customer service center after the excessive service, and when it is judged so after an expert's investigation.

Such efforts of the companies in the auto maintenance and repair service show that existing customer retention and relationship consolidation is a more important task, rather than securing new customers, due to a rapid change of technology and market environment and an increase in customer needs and service expectation level. As previous studies \[[@B2-behavsci-10-00115],[@B3-behavsci-10-00115]\] assert that income can increase from 25% to 85% if customer churn rate is reduced by 5%, the retention of existing customers and relationship consolidation through the establishment of customer relationships become a key marketing strategy direction to auto maintenance and repair service companies. For their steady earnings creation and efficient management, it is important to strengthen long-term relationships with customers, and two-way communication and close relationship establishment are important because companies and customers have a win-win relationship for mutual value, and not a mutually competing relationship \[[@B4-behavsci-10-00115]\]. One of the long-term strategies forming, maintaining, and consolidating relationships between companies and customers is relationship marketing. If a company has customers for the long-term, the company's earnings can be assured to some degree. Relationship marketing brings about positive results, including customer participation and efficient customer responses \[[@B5-behavsci-10-00115]\].

Even though various studies on relationship benefits, relationship quality, and customer retention between companies and customers have been actively performed \[[@B6-behavsci-10-00115]\], few studies on relationship benefits or relationship quality between auto maintenance and repair service companies and customers in which relationship continuity with customers has important industrial characteristics have been carried out. In this context, this study purposed an empirical analysis of the effects of the relationship benefits on long-term relationship establishment in customers, using perception to auto maintenance and repair service with meditated effect of service trust, repair service, and customer engagement attributes. In the auto maintenance and repair service process, a service provider's role is important, in addition to service quality, and there is a need to induce customers' active re-purchase and intention to orally pass down the service provider through customers' positive feelings and experiences at the service contact point. From this aspect, this study presented specific implications for service process improvement and marketing strategy within the auto maintenance and repair service industry.

2. Theoretical Background and Hypothesis Development {#sec2-behavsci-10-00115}
====================================================

2.1. Relationship Benefits, Service Trust, and Service Satisfaction {#sec2dot1-behavsci-10-00115}
-------------------------------------------------------------------

In the service process, a service provider's role is essential, in addition to service quality. At the service contact point, customers' positive feelings on and experiences with service providers can be connected to their re-purchase and positive intention to pass down feedback on the service providers \[[@B7-behavsci-10-00115]\]. Reichheld et al. \[[@B8-behavsci-10-00115]\] asserted that companies can increase 100% of their profits by maintaining more than 5% of their customers. Customer churn can be connected to corporate profit increase through long-term relationship retention with customers. From this perspective, relationship benefits mean the benefits that a company can offer to customers if the company's understanding of the customers is enhanced once a firm's relationship with customers is maintained for a certain period of time through relationship development. Gwinner et al. \[[@B9-behavsci-10-00115]\] defined all types of benefits offered to customers as the concept of relationship benefits. Palmatier et al. \[[@B10-behavsci-10-00115]\] insisted that relationship benefits are one of the key strategies to ensure the service company's profitability and competitive advantage. Companies need to maintain a relationship with customers for a certain period of time, and their understanding of customers is enhanced through the process, where the company can finally offer the benefits that customers want \[[@B11-behavsci-10-00115]\].

In many studies, the social, psychological, and individualized relationship benefits of Quach et al. \[[@B12-behavsci-10-00115]\] are slightly differently categorized by researchers. Reynolds and Beatty \[[@B13-behavsci-10-00115]\] categorize relationship benefits into confidence, social, and special treatment benefits, while Ulaga \[[@B14-behavsci-10-00115]\] classifies relationship benefits into benefits, procedures, and operational benefits. Conze et al. \[[@B15-behavsci-10-00115]\] define relationship benefits as psychological, social, special treatment, and diversity-pursuing benefits. Reimer and Kuehn \[[@B16-behavsci-10-00115]\] performed a study with economic, social, psychological, special treatment, and information benefits. This study was performed with confidence and social benefits existing between the service providers and customers and with economic benefits that become the most basic in relationship benefits in consideration of auto maintenance and repair service characteristics with low customer contribution to the limitation and function of the special treatment category. Confidence benefit reduces worries and makes customers feel comfortable, as it can predict achievement with the feeling of belief in service providers \[[@B17-behavsci-10-00115]\]. Social benefit makes customers feel an affinity towards the service providers, enabling social relationship \[[@B18-behavsci-10-00115]\]. Lastly, economic benefit is what customers receive based on time and cost savings or functional convenience \[[@B19-behavsci-10-00115]\].

By continuously providing relationship benefits based on customer preference, relationship benefits form a significant relationship quality with customers \[[@B20-behavsci-10-00115]\]. Darkhantuya \[[@B21-behavsci-10-00115]\] said that relationship benefits have a partially significant effect on customer satisfaction, and Kang and Kim \[[@B22-behavsci-10-00115]\] also reported that relationship benefits have a partially significant effect on customer satisfaction. The formation and retention of long-term relationships with customers create a significant effect on relationship quality, customer satisfaction, and customer loyalty through strong service \[[@B23-behavsci-10-00115]\]. Consequently, relationship benefits are revealed among trust, commitment, and satisfaction \[[@B24-behavsci-10-00115]\]. This study tried to grasp the association between service relationship benefits and relationship quality with two factors, that is, service satisfaction and service trust formed in customer relationship among relationship quality factors. This study set the following hypotheses on customer trust on and satisfaction with auto maintenance and repair service and with regard to confidence, social, and economic benefit factors:

*Confidence benefit of the relationship benefits on auto maintenance and repair service will have a positive effect on service trust.*

*Social benefit of the relationship benefits on auto maintenance and repair service will have a positive effect on service trust.*

*Economic benefit of the relationship benefits on auto maintenance and repair service will have a positive effect on service trust.*

*Confidence benefit of the relationship benefits on auto maintenance and repair service will have a positive effect on service satisfaction.*

*Social benefit of the relationship benefits on auto maintenance and repair service will have a positive effect on service satisfaction.*

*Economic benefit of the relationship benefits on auto maintenance and repair service will have a positive effect on service satisfaction.*

2.2. Service Trust, Service Satisfaction, and Customer Engagement {#sec2dot2-behavsci-10-00115}
-----------------------------------------------------------------

As for studies related with relationship benefits in a variety of fields that targeted service companies, papers researching the effects on relationship achievements such as loyalty and passing down feedback through relationship quality, including customer satisfaction, trust, and commitment are the mainstream research trend \[[@B25-behavsci-10-00115]\]. Crosby et al. \[[@B26-behavsci-10-00115]\] presented relationship quality as the degree of interactions between sellers and purchasers and reported that relationship quality consists of trust and satisfaction. Mohr and Spekman \[[@B27-behavsci-10-00115]\] reported that a successful partnership is composed of commitment, trust, coordination, participation, communication quality, and common problem resolution. Storbacka et al. \[[@B28-behavsci-10-00115]\] presented a dynamic model of relationship quality and asserted relationship quality as satisfaction, communication, commitment, and solidarity. Harris and Ezeh \[[@B29-behavsci-10-00115]\] conceptualized relationship quality into three structures composed of customer trust, achievement of work required in relation to work performance, and customer commitment to a corporate relationship. Van Doorn et al. \[[@B30-behavsci-10-00115]\] defined relationship quality as the suitability level of relationship in meeting customer needs, which is similar to the concept of product quality.

As customer service experience or participation changes vigorously and actively, the concept of customer engagement emerges beyond commitment. Customer engagement is a customer's active participation toward companies as derived from motive stimulation beyond purchase \[[@B31-behavsci-10-00115]\]. Brodie et al. \[[@B32-behavsci-10-00115]\] defined customer engagement as a psychological state generated from mutually and jointly creative customer experience with companies in a relationship between companies and customers. Customer engagement consists of interest, interaction, and commitment as it is revealed as an interaction between customers. And it reveals oral passing down activity, posting on blogs, co-participation, and customer evaluation on experienced goods or services \[[@B33-behavsci-10-00115]\].

Based on previous studies, customers satisfied with the current auto maintenance and repair service can change their selection if there are products or services that offer higher satisfaction \[[@B34-behavsci-10-00115]\]. This study tried to examine service trust, which is a psychological belief state indicated in the exchange relationship between customers and car maintenance and repair centers. Moreover, this study designed a hypothesis that customer's trust in auto maintenance and repair service will have a positive effect on satisfaction. In addition, this study designed and proved the following hypotheses from the following aspects: given that customer interest in auto maintenance and repair service increases and market environment changes with higher active participation, customers will show their emotional and voluntary behaviors toward companies based on a fair relationship with companies in the auto maintenance and repair service industry \[[@B35-behavsci-10-00115],[@B36-behavsci-10-00115]\].

*Trust in auto maintenance and repair service will have a positive effect on customer satisfaction with the service.*

*Trust in auto maintenance and repair service will have a positive effect on customer engagement.*

*Satisfaction with auto maintenance and repair service will have a positive effect on customer engagement.*

2.3. Service Trust, Service Satisfaction, and Long-Term Relationship Orientation {#sec2dot3-behavsci-10-00115}
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Long-term relationship orientation can be a firm's prime goal to maintain relationships with existing customers for a long time and prevent churn to other companies \[[@B37-behavsci-10-00115]\]. Previous studies on long-term relationship orientation are discussed in various approaches. From mutual benefit between transaction parties, Kelley and Thibaut \[[@B38-behavsci-10-00115]\] said that common achievements of transaction parties including suppliers are the mutually dependent common activity results over a long period of time. Gwinner et al. \[[@B9-behavsci-10-00115]\] reported that purchasers reduce transaction experiences or future benefit's uncertainty by forming a long-term bond with suppliers to obtain specific benefits that cannot be obtained from a short-term transaction relationship; therefore, long-term relationship orientation between purchasers and suppliers is sought.

Long-term relationship orientation is based on how relational the existing transactions have been, rather than on the period of forming relationships between customers and companies beyond a simple, repeated behavioral purchasing. Johnson et al. \[[@B39-behavsci-10-00115]\] explained that both parties forming a transaction relationship to meet end-user needs assert their own activities from a long-term perspective, while they explained a partnership-like, thinking-dominating transaction relationship by which one party's success can be decided by the other party as long-term relationship orientation. Long-term relationship orientation is a concept encompassing relationship continuity and interdependence between companies and consumers, and it is the concept containing attitude and behavioral intention. Therefore, it can include repeated purchasing behaviors, an intention to pass down feedback, and an intention to continue the relationship \[[@B40-behavsci-10-00115]\].

The long-term relationship orientation is revealed as a consumer's conscious judgment or evaluation result and is affected by perceived psychological factors. Consequently, it is linked with factors like customer engagement affecting customer satisfaction with service, trust in products, or services, and customer's active relationship improvement according to experiences as mentioned in previous studies \[[@B41-behavsci-10-00115],[@B42-behavsci-10-00115],[@B43-behavsci-10-00115],[@B44-behavsci-10-00115]\]. Flavián et al. \[[@B45-behavsci-10-00115]\] asserted each party's activities from the long-term perspective between the parties in a transaction relationship to meet customer needs, stating that both parties should perceive the other party as in a partner relationship. It means that factors such as trust, dependence, environmental uncertainty, reputation, and satisfaction affect long-term relationship orientation. Lai \[[@B46-behavsci-10-00115]\] said that trust in and satisfaction with salespersons are major factors that consumers consider when forming a continuous relationship with sellers.

And relationship quality improvement, including satisfaction and trust between companies and customers in service sales and experience activities between companies in various service industries and customers, has a significant effect on long-term relationship orientation \[[@B47-behavsci-10-00115],[@B48-behavsci-10-00115],[@B49-behavsci-10-00115]\]. Consequently, service trust and service satisfaction as relationship qualities regarding auto maintenance and repair service felt by customers will have a significant effect on long-term relationship orientation.

*Trust in auto maintenance and repair service will have a positive effect on long-term relationship orientation.*

*Satisfaction with auto maintenance and repair service will have a positive effect on long-term relationship orientation.*

Because customer engagement is a customer's relationship-forming behavior to create and maintain a relationship between companies and customers through a customer's voluntary and positive participation, such customer behavior can be revealed as long-term relationship orientation with companies \[[@B50-behavsci-10-00115],[@B51-behavsci-10-00115]\]. This study designed a hypothesis that customer engagement in auto maintenance and repair service will have an effect on long-term relationship orientation with customers.

*Customer engagement improvement on auto maintenance and repair service will have a positive effect on long-term relationship orientation.*

3. Research Methods {#sec3-behavsci-10-00115}
===================

3.1. Research Model {#sec3dot1-behavsci-10-00115}
-------------------

Through the hypotheses drawn based on previous studies, a study model as shown in [Figure 1](#behavsci-10-00115-f001){ref-type="fig"} was designed. Confidence, social, and economic benefits, which can be defined as relationship benefits in auto maintenance and repair service, were set as independent variables. As parameters, service trust and service satisfaction were set; thus, whether the relationship benefits had effects on the dependent variables, customer engagement, or long-term relationship orientation through the mediation of two factors, which were service trust and service satisfaction, was set. This study set each path composition to check whether service trust has the effect on service satisfaction in the auto maintenance and repair service customer group and to check whether customer engagement has an effect on long-term relation orientation.

3.2. Measurement Variables {#sec3dot2-behavsci-10-00115}
--------------------------

For data collection to analyze the model, a questionnaire survey was carried out; the questions were composed through previous studies, as shown in [Table 1](#behavsci-10-00115-t001){ref-type="table"}, and manipulative variables of the questionnaire components to be composed of questions were defined. The variables defined as above consisted of questions as shown in [Table 1](#behavsci-10-00115-t001){ref-type="table"} and were investigated with a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = no opinion, 4 = disagree, 5 = strongly agree). Three questions were composed, each for confidence benefit and social benefit based on the studies of Gwinner et al. \[[@B9-behavsci-10-00115]\], Reynolds and Beatty \[[@B13-behavsci-10-00115]\], and Henning-Thurau et al. \[[@B25-behavsci-10-00115]\]. Likewise, there were three questions for the economic benefit based on the studies of Yen and Gwinner \[[@B17-behavsci-10-00115]\] and Koritos et al. \[[@B19-behavsci-10-00115]\]. Two questions were composed, each for service trust and service satisfaction based on a study of Sirdeshmukh et al. \[[@B52-behavsci-10-00115]\] and the studies of De Wulf et al. \[[@B53-behavsci-10-00115]\] and Eggert and Ulaga \[[@B41-behavsci-10-00115]\], respectively. For customer engagement, two questions were composed in order to be passed down orally and with an intention to participate for improvement based on the studies of Brodie et al. \[[@B32-behavsci-10-00115]\] and So et al. \[[@B54-behavsci-10-00115]\]. Lastly, three questions were composed for long-term relationship orientation based on the studies of Ganesan \[[@B55-behavsci-10-00115]\] and Jahanshahi et al. \[[@B56-behavsci-10-00115]\]. The item "Not anxious when using the service" in confidence benefit and the item "Receive much discount" in economic benefit were excluded in this study as they were not significant as a result of the analyses of measurement model trust and convergent validity.

3.3. Survey and Analytic Methods {#sec3dot3-behavsci-10-00115}
--------------------------------

The questionnaire survey targeted customers having experiences of using auto repair centers. In consideration of car use and the number of maintenance and repair service, the customers using auto maintenance and repair service in Seoul and major cities in Gyeonggi Province in South Korea were selected. The copies of the questionnaire that were drawn up with Google Survey for 30 days from July 1 to July 30, 2019, were distributed and collected through email and SNS (social network sites). Finally, 464 questionnaire responses were collected, and a total of 319 were analyzed, except for 145 insincerely responded to questionnaire copies. For data analysis, SPSS 24.0 was used and basic data reliability and validity were examined through demographic characteristics, descriptive statistics, and exploratory factor analyses. The factor analysis and model verification, along with path analysis for structural equation model analysis, were analyzed using AMOS 25.0. For the mediation effect verification of service trust and satisfaction, a bootstrapping technique in line with the previous study guide of Gallagher et al. (2008) was used.

4. Results {#sec4-behavsci-10-00115}
==========

4.1. Demographic Information of the Data {#sec4dot1-behavsci-10-00115}
----------------------------------------

As a result of carrying out a questionnaire survey targeting auto maintenance and repair service-experiencing customers, the demographic analysis result for 319 customers is shown in [Table 2](#behavsci-10-00115-t002){ref-type="table"}. There were over three times more males (79.3%) than females (20.7%). As for age, the customers in their 40s, 30s, and 50s were 33.2%, 29.2%, and 26%, respectively, and those in their 40s showed the highest experience ratio of car repair centers. Concerning customers' occupation categorization, service industry showed 25.7% and manufacture/production showed 19.1%, while others took up a high ratio, which shows that the customers were distributed to various occupation groups. 93.4% of the customers visited car repair centers for the maintenance and repair of their cars, with the interest in car maintenance and repair being as follows: very high showing 52.4% and moderate being 40.4%, which implies chiefly high interest.

4.2. Analysis Results of Reliability and Validity {#sec4dot2-behavsci-10-00115}
-------------------------------------------------

For the analysis of the reliability and validity of the structural equation measurement model, it can be said that internal consistency reliability was ensured if the composite reliability index was 0.7 or higher \[[@B57-behavsci-10-00115]\]. Convergent validity is evaluated with factor loading, Cronbach's α, and composite reliability index, and it can be said that convergent validity is ensured if factor loading is 0.4 or more, Cronbach's α is 0.6 or more, and statistical significance is shown \[[@B58-behavsci-10-00115]\]. In line with the above criteria, factor loading was 0.645--0.851, all were more than 0.6, and thus they were good, whereas internal consistency reliability ensured significance with 0.759--0.855 (composite reliability). Because the t value of all was 6.0 or more, statistical significance was confirmed. The AVE (average variance extracted) value was 0.616--0.720 and Cronbach's α value was 0.713--0.789; therefore, convergent validity was ensured. As a result of analysis on the measurement model fit, χ^2^(p) was 76.066 and χ^2^/degree of freedom was 1.729. Goodness-of-Fit-Index (GFI) value was 0.968, Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index (AGFI) was 0.944, Normal Fit Index (NFI) was 0.961, and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) was 0.043. The composition values of the measurement model fix were excellent (see [Table 3](#behavsci-10-00115-t003){ref-type="table"}).

In the case of correlation analysis, as shown in [Table 4](#behavsci-10-00115-t004){ref-type="table"}, it can be said that discriminant validity is ensured among potential variables if the square root value of AVE calculated between potential variables in line with the criteria presented by Gallagher et al. \[[@B59-behavsci-10-00115]\] is larger than each potential variable's correlation coefficient. As a result of the analysis on the AVE values and correlation coefficients among potential variables in [Table 4](#behavsci-10-00115-t004){ref-type="table"}, each potential variable's AVE square root value was larger than the correlation coefficient among potential variables, whereas the correlation coefficient values were 0.7 or more and were significant; therefore, discriminant validity was ensured.

4.3. Analysis Results of Structural Model {#sec4dot3-behavsci-10-00115}
-----------------------------------------

As shown in [Table 5](#behavsci-10-00115-t005){ref-type="table"}, prior to the path analysis, χ^2^(p) was 291.571, χ^2^/degree of freedom was 2.804, GFI value was 0.900, namely 0.9 or more, whereas AGFI was 0.853, NFI 0.954, and RMSEA 0.075, and goodness-of-fit component values were excellent, and therefore the goodness of fit was significant. CFI representing a model's explanation power was 0.970, TLI judging the explanation power of the structural model was 0.960, and all were 0.9 or more, and thus the basic model was analyzed to be very fitting. As a result of the path analysis through the structural equation modeling analysis, three hypotheses out of 12 hypotheses were rejected.

[Table 6](#behavsci-10-00115-t006){ref-type="table"} shows the direct and indirect effects analysis result. The confidence benefit (10.952) and social benefit (3.331) of the service relationship benefit factors showed a positive effect on service trust, and thus the hypothesis was accepted. However, the economic benefit did not have an effect on service trust. The confidence benefit (5.104) and economic benefit (2.449) had a positive effect on service satisfaction, but the social benefit factor rejected the hypothesis. Meanwhile, service trust did not have an effect on customer engagement or long-term relationship orientation. In contrast with this, service satisfaction had a positive effect on customer engagement (4.041) and long-term relationship orientation (3.090); thus, the hypothesis was accepted. It was confirmed that service trust had a positive effect on service satisfaction (6.048) in auto maintenance and repair service as shown in previous studies \[[@B60-behavsci-10-00115],[@B61-behavsci-10-00115]\] and that customer engagement had a positive effect on long-term relationship orientation (7.764), therefore rendering the hypothesis acceptable.

As a result of mediation effect verification on service trust and service satisfaction factors using the bootstrapping technique, the service trust mediated confidence benefit (0.285\*\*) and social benefit (0.114\*\*) but did not mediate economic benefit. Specifically, there is a need to consolidate confidence and social benefits rather than economic benefits to enhance satisfaction through service trust. The service trust (0.233\*), confidence benefit (0.536\*\*), social benefit (0.156\*\*), and economic benefit (0.139\*) that used service satisfaction on customer engagement as mediation showed indirect effects, thus confirming to work as parameters. The indirect effects of all variables on long-term relationship benefit also showed significant difference and, therefore, all factors including service satisfaction and service trust were confirmed to show mediation effects. This reveals that service trust can show effects through the mediation of service satisfaction, although service trust cannot directly affect customer engagement and long-term relationship organization.

5. Conclusions {#sec5-behavsci-10-00115}
==============

This study aimed to verify the effect relationship between service relationship benefits and service trust, service satisfaction, customer engagement, and long-term relationship orientation by targeting auto maintenance and repair service customers in order to seek methods to retain customers and enhance relationship continuity through the customer relationship marketing invigoration of auto maintenance and repair companies. As a result of the analysis, three conclusions were drawn. First, the economic benefit out of the confidence benefit, social benefit, and economic benefit factors, which were the relationship benefit factors of auto maintenance and repair service, did not have an effect on customers' service trust. The customers' service satisfaction was affected through the economic benefit in auto maintenance and repair service as previous studies \[[@B57-behavsci-10-00115],[@B62-behavsci-10-00115]\] presented economic benefit such as prices or discount rates as an important factor to service consumption behaviors of customers. Furthermore, the analysis result was confirmed that service trust was affected by social benefits, rather than by economic or confidence benefits. It means that the social benefit of service relationship in auto maintenance and repair service is significant to lead a strong relationship with customers.

Second, the social benefit of auto maintenance and repair service had an effect on service trust but did not have an effect on service satisfaction. Through the result, it was confirmed that affinity or relationship with repair center workers affected trust formation, but it did not directly affect the service satisfaction with auto repair or maintenance result, and that such direct factors as service quality or cost-effectiveness, namely economic and confidence benefits, were more important. It opposed to the previous researches identified the relationship benefits have a positive effect on service satisfaction \[[@B60-behavsci-10-00115],[@B61-behavsci-10-00115]\]. It means that the customer's behavior toward the service center and the relationship with workers in the auto maintenance and repair service sector should be objective and reasonable rather than other service sectors.

Third, as a result of a mediation effect analysis, service satisfaction showed significant mediation effects on customer engagement and long-term relationship orientation with regard to service relationship benefit factors. Meanwhile, service trust did not show any direct mediation effect but showed the mediation effect through double mediation on service satisfaction. This means that auto repair centers need to concentrate on service satisfaction to directly affect customers' behavior interest or long-term relationship formation, although service trust is important to the customers using auto maintenance and repair service. Through the result, it was confirmed that a strategy to improve service satisfaction based on trust rather than concentration on service trust establishment for customer management is more important to the auto repair centers, unlike in the previous studies \[[@B63-behavsci-10-00115],[@B64-behavsci-10-00115],[@B65-behavsci-10-00115],[@B66-behavsci-10-00115]\], asserting that establishing loyalty and transaction continuity by gaining service trust can be a positive customer management strategy to general service companies.

Consequently, it was verified that the consolidation of confidence benefit, namely maintenance and repair professionalism and expertise and quality excellence on service result, was a highly important factor that induced customer trust and satisfaction, and thus long-term relationship continuity in auto maintenance and repair service. This was a characteristic that the auto maintenance and repair industry had, which showed the importance of maintenance and repair works for relationship continuity, although social benefits or trust formation was valuable according to the characteristics of service attributes associated with safety or management professionalism, unlike customer activity or experience-oriented services such as restaurant, banking, and tourism.

Auto maintenance and repair service companies need to emphasize maintenance and repair service professionalism and excellence in building up interactions with customers or a communication strategy for long-term customer relationship marketing. They also need to seek service differentiation by establishing marketing contents linked with auto management and maintenance and repair technological capabilities and systems. From this aspect, this study has significance in that it specifically presented a relationship marketing strategy direction by examining various effect relationships such as service trust, satisfaction, and customer engagement, as well as relationship benefit factors on auto maintenance and repair service beyond service quality and satisfaction factors dealt with in the previous studies.

Nonetheless, this study has the following research limitations. First, this study targeted auto maintenance and repair service-experiencing customers within South Korea and, therefore, there is a research limitation that the study result cannot be generalized as maintenance and repair service relationship benefit characteristics since the Korean auto maintenance and repair service market and customer characteristics have been reflected. A further study needs to research this by expanding the target market to the Asian, American, and European areas, thus drawing the relationship benefits and customer behavior of auto maintenance and repair service targeting the global market, and comparatively research according to each continent's characteristics.

Second, this study has a research limitation in that it did not apply the relationship benefit factors that the auto maintenance and repair service had by applying service companies' relationship benefit factors to the auto maintenance and repair service companies. A further study needs to examine more specific relationships and customer behavior factors based on the research in order to draw and define unique relationship factors within the repair centers and customers in the auto maintenance and repair service industry. Furthermore, future research should investigate the direct effect between the relationship benefits and long-term relationship orientation even if this research did not suggest the hypothesis of it.

Lastly, various services exist and have been segmented in the auto maintenance and repair service including test driving upon car purchase, maintenance/repair and warranty repair according to car use, used car disposition and inspection, scrap car handling, and parts purchase. Therefore, research needs to be developed by considering the diversity of the auto maintenance and repair service process and segmenting auto repair company size, facility conditions, and customer's service-experience level.
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behavsci-10-00115-t001_Table 1

###### 

Measurement variables and items.

  ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
  Variable                             Survey Item                                                                                                                                           Item   References
  ------------------------------------ ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ------ ----------------------------------------------------
  Confidence benefit                   -Have a firm belief in service quality-Have a conviction in service procedure professionalism-Not anxious when using the service                      3      Gwinner et al. \[[@B9-behavsci-10-00115]\]\
                                                                                                                                                                                                    Reynolds and Beatty \[[@B13-behavsci-10-00115]\]\
                                                                                                                                                                                                    Henning-Thurau et al. \[[@B25-behavsci-10-00115]\]

  Social benefit                       -Maintain friend-like relationship-The service provider recognizes me-Feel joy when receiving the service                                             3      

  Economic benefit                     -Use the service at cheap price-Receive the service at reasonable price-Receive large price discount                                                  3      Yen and Gwinner \[[@B17-behavsci-10-00115]\]\
                                                                                                                                                                                                    Koritos et al. \[[@B19-behavsci-10-00115]\]

  Service trust                        -Always believe in and visit the car repair center-Have a belief that the center will do its best for customers                                       2      Sirdeshmukh et al. \[[@B52-behavsci-10-00115]\]

  Service satisfaction                 -Satisfied with the service overall-Satisfied with workers' working mode and repair                                                                   2      De Wulf et al. \[[@B53-behavsci-10-00115]\]\
                                                                                                                                                                                                    Eggert et al. \[[@B41-behavsci-10-00115]\]

  Customer engagement                  -Have an intention to publicize the repair center using SNS-Have an intention to suggest an improvement for the service                               2      Brodie et al. \[[@B32-behavsci-10-00115]\]\
                                                                                                                                                                                                    So et al. \[[@B54-behavsci-10-00115]\]

  Long-Term relationship orientation   -Will continue to visit the repair center-Have no intention to change the repair center-Will maintain long-term relationship with the repair center   3      Ganesan \[[@B55-behavsci-10-00115]\]\
                                                                                                                                                                                                    Jahanshahi et al. \[[@B56-behavsci-10-00115]\]
  ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

behavsci-10-00115-t002_Table 2

###### 

Demographics of survey participants.

  Classification                                    Frequency                Percentage (%)   
  ------------------------------------------------- ------------------------ ---------------- ------
  Sex                                               Male                     253              79.3
  Female                                            66                       20.7             
                                                    Total                    319              100
  Age                                               Under 30 years old       37               11.6
  30s--40s                                          93                       29.2             
  40s--50s                                          106                      33.2             
  Over 50 years old                                 83                       26.0             
                                                    Total                    319              100
  Occupation category                               Manufacture/Production   61               19.1
  Finance/Insurance                                 18                       5.6              
  Distribution                                      20                       6.3              
  Service                                           82                       25.7             
  R&D (research and development)                    8                        2.5              
  IT/Information and Communications                 17                       5.3              
  Others                                            113                      35.4             
                                                    Total                    319              100
  Interest in auto maintenance and repair service   Very high                167              52.4
  Moderate                                          129                      40.4             
  Very low                                          20                       6.3              
  Not at all                                        3                        0.9              
                                                    Total                    319              100

behavsci-10-00115-t003_Table 3

###### 

Analysis of trust and convergent validity of the measurement model.

  ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
  Classification                        Variable              Code    Standardized Factor Loading   Standard Error   T Value   CR      AVE     Cronbach α
  ------------------------------------- --------------------- ------- ----------------------------- ---------------- --------- ------- ------- ------------
  Service relationship benefits         Confidence benefit\   CB1     0.930                         \-               \-        0.898   0.815   0.897
                                        (CB)                                                                                                   

  CB2                                   0.874                 0.043   23.121 \*\*\*                                                            

  Social benefit\                       SB1                   0.900   \-                            \-               0.908     0.768   0.907   
  (SB)                                                                                                                                         

  SB2                                   0.842                 0.049   20.634 \*\*\*                                                            

  SB3                                   0.886                 0.042   22.872 \*\*\*                                                            

  Economic benefit\                     EB1                   0.843   \-                            \-               0.817     0.691   0.817   
  (EB)                                                                                                                                         

  EB2                                   0.819                 0.060   15.770 \*\*\*                                                            

  Service trust\                        ST1                   0.933   \-                            \-               0.948     0.858   0.948   
  (ST)                                                                                                                                         

  ST2                                   0.920                 0.034   29.685 \*\*\*                                                            

  Service satisfaction\                 SS1                   0.928   \-                            \-               0.948     0.838   0.912   
  (SS)                                                                                                                                         

  SS2                                   0.903                 0.037   26.910 \*\*\*                                                            

  Customer engagement\                  CI1                   0.894   \-                            \-               0.912     0.825   0.904   
  (CI)                                                                                                                                         

  CI2                                   0.922                 0.040   24.326 \*\*\*                                                            

  Long-term relationship orientation\   RI1                   0.954   \-                            \-               0.967     0.907   0.966   
  (RI)                                                                                                                                         

  RI2                                   0.966                 0.024   41.200 \*\*\*                                                            

  RI3                                   0.936                 0.028   35.383 \*\*\*                                                            
  ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

\(1\) Measurement model fit: χ^2^(df) 240.81, p 0.0 DF 98, χ^2^/degree of freedom 2.457, Root Mean Square Residual(RMR) 0.400, Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI) 0.919, Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index (AGFI) 0.874, Normal Fit Index (NFI) 0.962, Tucker Lewis Index (TLI )0.968, Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 0.977, Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) 0.068. (2) \* *p* \< 0.05, \*\* *p* \< 0.01, \*\*\* *p* \< 0.001.
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###### 

Discriminant validity.

                                            CR      AVE     CB        SB      EB      ST           SS      CI      RI
  ----------------------------------------- ------- ------- --------- ------- ------- ------------ ------- ------- -------
  Confidence benefit (CB)                   0.898   0.815   0.903                                                  
  Social benefit (SB)                       0.908   0.768   0.620     0.876                                        
  Economic benefit (EB)                     0.817   0.691   0.584     0.709   0.831                                
  Service trust (ST)                        0.948   0.858   0.79 \*   0.691   0.638   0.926                        
  Service satisfaction (SS)                 0.912   0.838   0.811     0.673   0.660   0.844        0.916           
  Customer engagement (CI)                  0.904   0.825   0.659     0.718   0.618   0.734        0.728   0.908   
  Long-term relationship orientation (RI)   0.967   0.907   0.681     0.660   0.538   0.755 \*\*   0.771   0.799   0.952

\* *p* \< 0.05, \*\* *p* \< 0.01, \*\*\* *p* \< 0.001.
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###### 

Hypotheses verification.

        Hypothesis                                                  Standardized Factor Loading   Standard Error   CR (*p*)        Status of Acceptance   R2
  ----- ----------------------------------------------------------- ----------------------------- ---------------- --------------- ---------------------- -------
  H1    Confidence benefit → Service trust                          0.622                         0.06             10.952 \*\*\*   Accepted               0.797
  H2    Social benefit → Service trust                              0.249                         0.071            3.331 \*\*\*    Accepted               
  H3    Economic benefit → Service trust                            0.095                         0.087            1.234           Rejected               
  H4    Confidence benefit → Service satisfaction                   0.36                          0.07             5.104 \*\*\*    Accepted               0.888
  H5    Social benefit → Service satisfaction                       0.029                         0.06             0.427           Rejected               
  H6    Economic benefit → Service satisfaction                     0.167                         0.072            2.449 \*        Accepted               
  H7    Service trust → Service satisfaction                        0.458                         0.071            6.048 \*\*\*    Accepted               0.681
  H8    Service trust → Customer engagement                         0.335                         0.137            2.694           Rejected               
  H9    Service satisfaction → Customer engagement                  0.509                         0.148            4.041 \*\*\*    Accepted               
  H10   Service trust → Long-term relationship orientation          0.069                         0.099            0.679           Rejected               0.775
  H11   Service satisfaction → Long-term relationship orientation   0.335                         0.114            3.09 \*\*       Accepted               
  H12   Customer engagement → Long-term relationship orientation    0.523                         0.06             7.764 \*\*\*    Accepted               

\(1\) Structural model fit: χ^2^(df) 291.571, p 0.0, DF 104, χ^2^/degree of freedom 2.804, RMR 0.061, GFI 0.900, AGFI 0.853, NFI 0.954, TLI 0.960, CFI 0.970, RMSEA 0.075. (2) \* *p* \< 0.05, \*\* *p* \< 0.01, \*\*\* *p* \< 0.001.
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###### 

Direct and indirect effects analysis result.

  Dependent Variable                   Explanatory Variable        Direct Effect   Indirect Effect   Total Effect
  ------------------------------------ --------------------------- --------------- ----------------- --------------
  Service Satisfaction                 Service benefit (ST)        0.458           \-                0.458
  Confidence benefit (CB)              0.360                       0.285 \*\*      0.645             
  Social benefit (SB)                  0.029                       0.114 \*\*      0.143             
  Economic benefit (EB)                0.167                       0.044           0.211             
  Customer engagement                  Service satisfaction (SS)   0.509           \-                0.509
  Service benefit (ST)                 0.335                       0.233 \*        0.568             
  Confidence benefit (CB)              \-                          0.536 \*\*      0.536             
  Social benefit (SB)                  \-                          0.156 \*\*      0.156             
  Economic benefit (EB)                \-                          0.139 \*        0.139             
  Long-term relationship orientation   Customer engagement         0.523           \-                0.523
  Service satisfaction (SS)            0.335                       0.266 \*        0.601             
  Service benefit (ST)                 0.069                       0.450 \*\*      0.519             
  Confidence benefit (CB)              \-                          0.539 \*\*      0.539             
  Social benefit (SB)                  \-                          0.147 \*        0.147             
  Economic benefit (EB)                \-                          0.150 \*        0.150             

Note: \* *p* \< 0.05, \*\* *p* \< 0.01, \*\*\* *p* \< 0.001.
